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Message from Robert P. Gittens, Chair 
Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee 
 
Dear Governor Patrick, State Senators and State Representatives: 
 
Please accept this combined Annual Report on behalf of the Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee 
(JJAC), which details our priorities, activities, accomplishments and recommendations for 2010 and 
2011. The JJAC serves as Massachusetts’ State Advisory Group (SAG) as mandated under the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (JJDPA) (as amended in 1980, 1988 and 
2002). In collaboration with the Executive Office of Public Safety and Security (EOPSS), the 
responsibilities of the JJAC include maintaining compliance with the core requirements of the JJDPA, 
allocating funds from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJPD) to improve 
the Commonwealth’s juvenile justice system and serve its at-risk and system-involved youth and 
advising the Governor and state legislature on issues pertaining to juvenile justice policies and 
practices. The JJAC and its subcommittees meet regularly during the course of the year to identify 
juvenile justice-related priorities and focus activities on addressing such priorities. 
 
The most urgent priority of the JJAC is to help the Commonwealth regain full compliance with the 
JJDPA. The JJDPA has four core requirements (discussed more fully within the body of this Annual 
Report) that states are required to comply with in order to receive their full allocation of JJDPA 
Formula Grant funds. For FFY2011 and FFY2012 OJJDP has found that the Commonwealth is not in 
compliance with the Separation core requirement of the JJDPA. This core requirement mandates that 
states ensure that juvenile detainees are kept sight and sound separate from adult detainees within 
facilities such as police stations, detention centers, jails, prisons and court holding facilities. Many of 
Massachusetts’ court holding facilities do not adequately separate juvenile and adult detainees. As a 
result, OJJDP has imposed a penalty on Massachusetts’ FFY2011 and FFY2012 Formula Grant awards. 
The penalty means that Massachusetts loses 20% of its Formula Grant awards and that 50% of the 
remainder of the awards must be allocated towards ameliorating the sight and sound separation 
problems. As a result, the Commonwealth loses the opportunity to use the funds in question for 
delinquency prevention and intervention services and projects designed to improve the functioning of 
the juvenile justice system. 
 
In addition to the four core requirements, the JJDPA mandates that each state’s SAG (amongst other 
things) have membership comprised of 20% youth members, three members who have been or are 
currently under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system and at least one member who is a locally 
elected official. At the writing of this Annual Report, the JJAC is lacking members who have been 
system-involved and a locally elected official. We are working with the Governor’s Office to resolve 
these membership issues. 
 
I am appreciative of the fact that the Commonwealth has allocated SFY2013 state funds for the secure 
Alternative Lockup Programs (ALPs) that help the Commonwealth maintain compliance with the Jail 
Removal core requirement of the JJDPA. Oversight of the secure ALPs now rests with the Department 
of Youth Services (DYS) which is the most appropriate agency to manage their operation. Previously 
the secure ALPs were funded with federal juvenile justice funds that were administered by EOPSS. 
With the diminishing federal juvenile justice funds it was essential for the Commonwealth to assume 
fiscal responsibility for the ALPs and ensure the highest quality care for the youth by transferring 
oversight of the system to DYS. 
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The JJAC is grateful to have a Governor and state legislature who are concerned about at-risk and 
system-involved youth. We hope to assist in efforts to improve upon current policies, practices and 
programs and to educate stakeholders and the public on the needs of young people in the 
Commonwealth. In order to be of better assistance, we would like to develop a closer working 
relationship with the Governor’s Office and state legislators. The expertise and passion of the 
individuals who sit on the JJAC are a great resource for policy makers. Enhanced communication and 
participation in policy decision-making and how best to use limited resources is strongly encouraged 
and will benefit the Commonwealth in manifold ways. 
 
 
Sincerely,   
Robert P. Gittens, JJAC Chair       September 2012 
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Executive Summary 
 
In order for any state to receive federal funding under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act (JJDPA) it must have a State Advisory Group (SAG) that offers guidance to their state with regard 
to juvenile justice matters. In Massachusetts the SAG is called the Juvenile Justice Advisory 
Committee (JJAC).  The purpose of the JJAC is to advise the Governor, state legislature and the 
Executive Office of Public Safety and Security (EOPSS) on juvenile justice matters, ensure 
compliance with the core requirements of the JJDPA, and make recommendations regarding the use of 
federal juvenile justice funds.  
 
In 1981, Governor Edward King issued Executive Order No. 204 establishing the JJAC.  This order 
has been superseded by Executive Order No. 522 signed by Governor Deval Patrick which reaffirms 
the establishment of the JJAC and the need to comply with the JJDPA. The JJAC is comprised of 15-
33 members from a diverse array of professional backgrounds and experience, including state agencies 
that work with and on behalf of young people, non-profit organizations that advocate for and provide 
vital services to young people and their families, and private citizens concerned about the lives of 
young people.  All members of the JJAC are appointed by the Governor.   
 
The JJAC, in conjunction with EOPSS, oversees federal juvenile justice dollars and grants awards that 
are administered by OJJDP.  The funding sources are as follows: (1) Title II Formula Grant, (2) 
Juvenile Accountability Block Grant (JABG) and (3) Title V Grant.  In FFY2010 and FFY2011 
combined Massachusetts was awarded $1,769,554 from the JJDPA Formula Grant program, 
$1,555,769 from the Juvenile Accountability Block Grant program, and $134,945 from the Title V 
Grant program. 
 
As discussed in the above letter from Chair Robert Gittens, the Commonwealth is not in compliance 
with the Separation core requirement of the JJDPA. This is due to the reality that many of the 
Commonwealth’s court houses are old and when built were not designed to provide optimal separation 
between the juvenile and adult holding cells. The JJAC and other stakeholders are working to address 
this issue. New court house construction that has occurred over the past decade has provided for 
adequate separation between juveniles and adults.  
 
In addition to working on the above concern, in 2010 and 2011 JJAC activities centered around issues 
such as: funding the secure Alternative Lockup Programs (ALPs) in order to maintain compliance with 
the Jail Removal core requirement of the JJDPA; recommending that the state budget include funds for 
the secure ALPs (pre-arraignment juvenile detention) and that oversight of the ALP system move to 
the Department of Youth Services (DYS), goals that were accomplished as of July 2012; making 
Formula Grant awards to alternatives to detention and disproportionate minority contact (DMC) 
reduction programs, a goal that has been accomplished as of the Spring 2012; continuing to facilitate 
processes to obtain more comprehensive juvenile justice data, especially race/ethnicity data from the 
various stakeholders and related points of contact in the juvenile justice system (e.g. arrest, 
arraignment, detention, commitment, etc); pushing efforts to formulate and complete an assessment 
study of DMC in the Commonwealth, a process that is being managed by the Administrative Office of 
the Trial Court (AOTC) and has an OJJDP-approved study proposal that has begun to be implemented 
as of the writing of this Annual Report; and funding the Mental Health Legal Advisors Committee’s 
(MHLAC) publication of its resource manual for juveniles and families involved with DYS.  
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Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
 
The JJDPA was enacted in 1974 and amended and re-authorized in 1980, 1988 and 2002. It specifies 
that all states comply with four core requirements in order to receive100% of their federal JJDPA 
funds.The JJAC is involved in reviewing and maintaining compliance with these core requirements. 
The core requirements are as follows: 
 
1. Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders: A status offender (a juvenile who has committed 
an act that would not be a crime if an adult committed it, such as truancy or running away from 
home) or a non-offender (such as a dependent or neglected child) cannot be held, with  
statutory exceptions, in secure juvenile detention or correctional facilities.  Status offenders and 
non-offenders cannot be detained or confined in adult facilities for any length of time. 
2. Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders: Alleged and adjudicated delinquents cannot 
be detained or confined in a secure institution (such as a jail, lockup, or secure correctional 
facility) in which they have sight or sound contact with adult offenders. 
3. Adult Jail and Lockup Removal: As a general rule, juveniles cannot be securely detained or 
confined in adult jails and police lockups for more than six hours.   
4. Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC): States are required to address juvenile 
delinquency prevention and system improvement efforts designed to reduce the 
disproportionate number of juvenile members of minority groups who come into contact with 
the juvenile justice system.    
 
If a state fails to demonstrate compliance with any of the four core requirements in any year, its JJDPA 
Formula Grant is subject to a 20% reduction for each requirement for which noncompliance occurs.  
Without a waiver from the OJJDP Administrator, the state must agree to use 50% of the remaining 
allocation to improve compliance for the fiscal year in which the penalty takes effect. As discussed in 
the above letter from the JJAC Chair, Robert Gittens, at the time of this report’s preparation, 
Massachusetts is out of compliance with the Sight and Sound Separation core requirement (also 
referred to as “Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders”). 
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Federal Juvenile Justice Funds 
 
 
 JJDPA Formula Grant: The Formula Grant program supports state and local delinquency 
prevention and intervention efforts and juvenile justice system improvements.  The OJJDP awards 
Formula Grants to states based on the proportion of their population younger than age 18.  In order 
to receive Formula Grant funds, states must establish a SAGand commit to achieve and maintain 
compliance with the JJDPA four core requirements. Massachusetts received its full allocation of 
FFY2010 Formula Grant funds, a total of $1,062,000. However, for FFY2011 the Commonwealth 
was penalized for non-compliance with the sight and sound separation core requirement of the 
JJDPA and received a reduced award of $707,554, approximately half of which will need to be 
dedicated to ameliorating sight and sound separation violations in the Commonwealth’s court 
holding facilities. Historically, in Massachusetts, the JJAC has used Formula Grant funds to fund a 
diverse array of juvenile justice programs and the secure Alternative Lockup Programs. As of the 
Spring of 2012 Formula Grant funds were awarded to six programs that fall under the categories of 
DMC reduction projects and/or alternatives to detention. However, with an overall decrease in 
federal juvenile justice dollars and the penalty due to non-compliance with the sight and sound 
separation core requirement of the JJDPA the prospects for funding a robust array of programs in 
the near future are bleak. 
 
 Juvenile Accountability Block Grant (JABG):  The Juvenile Accountability Block Grants 
(JABG) program was created by Congress to promote greater accountability in the juvenile justice 
system. The JABG Act authorizes the United States Attorney General to provide grants to the 
states to strengthen their policies, programs, and administrative systems that foster the creation of 
safe communities. In Massachusetts, JABG funds have primarily been used for alternative lockup 
programs (pre-arraignment secure detention) that provide an alternative place to securely detain 
youth who have been arrested and are awaiting arraignment. In FFY2010 and FFY2011, 
Massachusetts received $872,800 and $682,969 respectively in JABG funds.  
 
 Title V:  Title V is a delinquency prevention and early intervention program for communities in 
compliance with the JJDPA core requirements.  Local applicants illustrate risk-focused prevention 
efforts based on the assessment of risk factors associated with the development of juvenile crime.  
Working from a research-based framework, grantees focus on reducing risks and enhancing 
protective factors to prevent youth from entering the juvenile justice system. The funding incentive 
encourages community leaders to initiate multidisciplinary assessments of risks and resources 
unique to their communities and to develop comprehensive, collaborative plans to prevent 
delinquency.  In FFY2010 and FFY2011 Massachusetts received $84,945 and $50,000 respectively 
in Title V funding. As of the writing of this report the process for awarding Title V funds is 
underway. 
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JJAC Priorities and Recommendations  
 
The JJAC sets priorities and focus areas every year based on its assessment of the most relevant and 
pressing juvenile justice matters in the Commonwealth. The JJAC identified the following focus areas 
during 2010-2011: 
 
1. There is a need to improve sight and sound separation in all relevant facilities. 
2. Jail and lockup removal needs to be supported with state funds. 
3. There is a need to reduce the overrepresentation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system. 
4. There is insufficient juvenile justice data to fully inform public policy. 
5. There is a lack of alternatives to secure detention. 
6. There is a lack of empirically based alternatives for youth. 
 
 
 
 
 
FIRST PRIORITY:There is a need to improve sight and sound separation in all relevant 
facilities. 
 
The Problem 
For FFY2011 and FFY2012 OJJDP found Massachusetts to be noncompliant with the separation core 
requirement of the JJDPA as some of the Commonwealth’s court holding facilities do not provide 
adequate sight and sound separation between adult and juvenile detainees.FFY2011 marks the first 
year Massachusetts has been penalized for its sight and sound separation problems. A finding of 
noncompliance with a core requirement results in a 20% reduction of the following fiscal year’s 
Formula Grant allocation. In addition, 50% of the remainder must be used towards regaining 
compliance with the core requirement in question. However, these funds cannot be used for 
construction or renovation. Thus, given the significant number of noncompliant facilities, there are not 
enough federal or state funds available to solve the problem by constructing new facilities or 
renovating current facilities. Fortunately, all new court house construction started during the past 
decade has been and will continue to be compliant onward. 
 
The JJAC’s Response 
In December 2011 a working group consisting of staff from the AOTC, the Division of Capital Asset 
Management (DCAM), DYS, the Committee for Public Counsel Services (CPCS) and the JJAC met to 
assess and conduct coordinated statewide visits of courts that were noncompliant with the separation 
core requirement. These coordinated efforts resulted in an interim report to the Chief Justice for 
Administration and Management in June 2012 outlining site specific recommendations.  
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From April 2011 through April 2012, the working group identified 58 court holding facilities 
throughout Massachusetts and categorized them as: (1) requiring a site visit because of known sight 
and sound concerns; (2) requiring a site visit because of lack of clarity on the specific court’s capacity 
to provide sight and sound separation; and (3) not in need of a site visit because of the known capacity 
to provide sight and sound separation. Site visits were completed for 22 of the possible 58 identified 
courts. (Sixteen courts were identified as being compliant with the separation requirement and not 
requiring a site visit with an additional 20 site visits remaining as of June 2012). It is the goal of the 
working group to complete site visits and prepare a full report to the Chief Justice for Administration 
and Management by the conclusion of calendar year 2012. 
 
Recommendations for the First Priority 
1. The working group consisting of the AOTC, DCAM, EOPSS, DYS, CPCS and the JJAC 
should continue its progress towards completing visits to court holding facilities and 
writing a comprehensive report that outlines potential site-specific solutions. The 
Formula Grant funds that are set aside for the court holding facilities should be used on 
allowable costs such as minor modifications (as opposed to renovations) that can 
ameliorate the problems in some of the facilities.  
2. Through DCAM, the Commonwealth should provide state funds within its budget to 
make renovations to problematic facilities.   
3. EOPSS and the JJAC should consider dedicating Juvenile Accountability Block Grant 
(JABG) funds towards renovating problematic court holding facilities in coordination 
with any funds provided by DCAM.  
 
 
SECOND PRIORITY: Jail and lockup removal needs to be supported with state funds. 
 
As of July 2012 state funds are providing for the operation of the ALPs and DYS was charged with the 
management of the system. As of the writing of this Annual Report, this priority has been 
accomplished. 
 
 
THIRD PRIORITY: There is a need to reduce the overrepresentation of minority youth in the 
juvenile justice system. 
 
The Problem 
In Massachusetts (as in all other states), the overrepresentation of minority youth in the juvenile justice 
system, known as disproportionate minority contact (DMC) is a major moral and social problem. As a 
result, Congress made it a core requirement of the JJDPA. States must work to reduce DMC in their 
juvenile justice systems. In 2011, in Massachusetts a Black youth was 5.84 times more likely to be 
detained in DYS than a White youth; and a Latino youth was 4.61 times more likely to be detained 
than a White youth. From 2005 to 2011 the average rate of commitments to DYS for Black and Latino 
youth respectively were 6.51 and 4.37 times that of White youth. There are varying theories regarding 
the causes of DMC, such as: minority youth are more likely to live in communities that are heavily 
policed; there are differences in rates and types of offenses among different racial/ethnic groups; 
minority youth may not have equal access to the same amount or quality of services (e.g. regarding 
mental health or substance abuse); decision-makers such as police, judges and probation officers may 
hold conscious or unconscious biases and stereotypes regarding minority youth; minority youth may be 
more likely to experience an “accumulated disadvantage” due to disparate treatment (e.g. a greater 
likelihood to be arrested and prosecuted for minor infractions early in life that results in a juvenile 
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record which has a subsequent negative impact on later prosecutions); and minority youth may be 
exposed to more risk factors that influence delinquent behavior such as family abuse and neglect, 
negative peer groups and underperforming schools. The likelihood is that DMC is caused by a 
confluence of the above and other factors. It is not something that is going to be solved overnight but it 
is essential for youth, communities and the Commonwealth that the issue be addressed intentionally 
and strategically with commitment and leadership from all stakeholders.  
 
The JJAC’s Response 
DMC is a major priority of the JJAC. The most active subcommittee of the JJAC is the DMC 
Subcommittee. The JJAC and the DMC Reduction Specialist at EOPSS engage in the work of 
implementing OJJDP’s DMC Reduction Cycle. The DMC Reduction Cycle consists of five phases: (1) 
identification, (2) assessment/diagnosis, (3) intervention, (4) evaluation, and (5) monitoring.  
 
The identification phase involves collecting and analyzing data such as rates of arrests, complaints 
filed, diversion, arraignments, detentions and commitments experienced by racial/ethnic groups as 
defined by OJJDP. The JJAC and EOPSS have made substantial progress in collecting data from 
stakeholders that can be used to identify the degree to which minority youth are overrepresented in the 
juvenile justice system. DYS has been excellent in collecting and reporting data pertaining to 
detentions and commitments. While enough data has been collected to satisfy the requirements of 
OJJDP, more is necessary to better grasp the complexity of DMC in the Commonwealth. Currently, we 
are lacking data regarding the use of diversion in the Commonwealth. In some counties formal 
diversion programs do not exist. This seems to be more of a problem in counties – especially, certain 
cities – with large minority populations. Where diversion programs do exist we do not have data 
relating to the race/ethnicity of those offered diversion and the success rates of participants.  In 
addition, it would be useful to have more data that reveals trends on the local level (e.g. cities and 
towns in addition to statewide or county-level data). Also, it is necessary to have reliable Latino arrest 
data. Currently police departments are not required to collect data on ethnicity (e.g., Latino). Also, the 
AOTC is in the process of implementing a new data collection system, however, stakeholders have not 
been informed of what data fields will be included and what the potential capacities of the system are.  
 
The assessment phase of the DMC Reduction Cycle involves conducting a study of specific contact 
points in the juvenile justice system to assess the causes of DMC at those contact points. 
Massachusetts is overdue to complete an assessment study. However, progress has been made during 
2010 and 2011. The progress includes: receiving technical assistance from OJJDP on how to conduct 
an effective assessment study, obtaining a commitment and an assessment study proposal from the 
AOTC (reviewed and approved by OJJDP and a national expert) to analyze a cohort of cases that have 
traveled through the juvenile court system; and as of July 2012 the implementation of the assessment 
study has begun. The first stage of the quantitative assessment study being conducted by the AOTC 
should be completed in the Fall of 2012. These initial results will then help guide the formulation of a 
qualitative study for which the JJAC has set aside $100,000 in Formula Grant funds to cover potential 
costs. 
 
The intervention phase involves funding programs and projects that are designed to help reduce DMC.  
For most of 2010 and 2011 Formula Grant funds were dedicated primarily towards ALPs. However, a 
significant amount was held in reserve to dedicate towards alternative to detention programs and/or 
DMC-related programs. In December 2011 approximately $960,000 in Formula Grant funds were 
made available in a competitive award process for programs designed to reduce DMC and/or reduce 
the use of juvenile detention. For example, the Detention Diversion Advocacy Project (DDAP) was 
funded in the past and is currently replicating its program in Springfield with Formula Grant funds. 
This program operates in some of the juvenile courts that have a high percentage of minority 
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defendants. It assigns caseworkers to youth who would ordinarily be detained but allows them to 
remain in their homes and receive services relevant to their needs. In addition to referring the youth for 
appropriate services the caseworker helps ensure that the youth will return to court for their scheduled 
appearances. 
 
The evaluation phase involves assessing the effectiveness of the funded intervention programs and 
projects. The JJAC and EOPSS collect information from the programs on a quarterly basis. The 
programs describe the steps they are making towards reaching their goals and objectives, discuss 
challenges and provide data on performance measures. The reports will be evaluated as a whole to 
determine which programs and program components are the most effective. 
 
The monitoring phase entails looking at the data (the same data sets collected in the identification 
phase) to see whether DMC has in fact been lowered. Monitoring is a long-term project that takes a 
birds-eye view over time to see if data trends show progress with the various DMC reduction efforts.  
 
Recommendations for the Third Priority 
1. In cooperation with juvenile justice stakeholders, the AOTC should ensure the collection 
of data for all relevant data fields and the timely reporting of data to stakeholders and the 
public. The AOTC should work with stakeholders to ensure that necessary and useful 
data sets are collected by the MassCourts system and that the MassCourts system is used 
to inform the needs of the juvenile justice system and system-involved youth.  
2. The Governor and relevant state agencies should make the comprehensive collection, 
reporting and analyzing of DMC data a priority in Executive-funded juvenile-justice 
related projects. 
3. The AOTC should complete the quantitative DMC assessment study and related report 
by the March 2013 deadline set by OJJDP. 
4. State juvenile justice-related projects and stakeholders should be informed on DMC 
issues and should ensure that programming or other efforts incorporate an intentional 
and strategic design to reduce DMC. The Governor’s efforts to reduce youth violence 
should take into account and prioritize the need to reduce DMC where and when possible 
and should be coordinated with input from the JJAC and the EOPSS DMC Reduction 
Specialist. 
 
 
FOURTH PRIORITY:There is insufficient juvenile justice data to fully inform public policy. 
 
The Problem 
Massachusetts’ juvenile justice and child welfare data is not collected and shared in a uniform manner. 
Stakeholders collect data in varying ways with different levels of comprehensiveness and with 
different practices regarding sharing data. The data is often not shared in a proactive manner and is 
often difficult for juvenile justice advocates and other stakeholders to access. The lack of uniformity 
and prioritization in the collection and sharing of data diminishes the potential for essential information 
to guide public policy relating to the Commonwealth’s youth.  
 
The JJAC’s Response 
The JJAC’s efforts in this regard have mostly targeted the need for race/ethnicity data at the various 
contact points of the juvenile justice system. There has been significant success in obtaining the data 
that is required by OJJDP, particularly court data. However, as mentioned above, the AOTC has not 
informed the JJAC and EOPSS of the data that will be collected by its new MassCourts system. The 
JJAC and EOPSS are interested in collecting comprehensive race/ethnicity data and other data that 
 11 
goes beyond the bare minimum required by OJJDP.  Attempts at working with the AOTC and other 
stakeholders to ensure the collection and timely sharing of data are ongoing.  
 
Recommendations for the Fourth Priority 
1. State agencies, the juvenile court and probation departments, and other relevant 
stakeholders must reliably collect comprehensive juvenile justice and child welfare data 
and proactively disseminate it among stakeholders and the public with the intention of 
using it to guide public policy and systems improvement. 
2. The juvenile court should inform stakeholders of the data that the MassCourts system - in 
its current form - will collect and should accept input from stakeholders regarding the 
data fields to be included and how the data should be analyzed and shared. 
 
 
FIFTH PRIORITY: There is a lack of alternatives to secure detention. 
 
The Problem 
Massachusetts General Law c. 276, sec. 58 states that a person before the court shall be admitted to 
bail on personal recognizance unless it is determined that such a release will not reasonably assure the 
appearance of the person before the court. In addition, M.G.L. c. 276, sec. 58A allows for a person to 
be held without bail if it is determined after a full hearing that a danger would be posed to any person 
or the community if the individual were released. While juvenile detention rates have fallen over the 
past several years, juvenile justice stakeholders are still concerned with the unnecessary and 
inappropriate use of detention. For example, well-intentioned judges sometimes believe that a youth 
will be better served in detention with DYS oversight than in the community where mental health, 
substance abuse or other services may be lacking. Stakeholders believe that this is not an uncommon 
practice. Judges need alternatives when the nature of a case may not warrant the setting of bail but 
where there are legitimate concerns regarding the youth’s well-being if released to the community. 
Despite the good intentions of judges, detention may do these youth more harm than good. For 
example, detention places them in an environment where they may be negatively influenced or 
intimidated by other youth who have more serious cases or behavioral issues.  
Also, detention separates the youth – perhaps traumatically – from family, school and support 
networks. While services in the community may be lacking, the disruption caused by placement in 
detention – perhaps for a substantial amount of time – may increase and/or aggravate risk factors for 
the youth’s overall well-being and likelihood to commit future offenses. 
 
 
The JJAC’s Response 
In the Spring 2012 the JJAC awarded approximately $720,000 in Formula Grant funds to alternative to 
detention projects. Two of these projects are past grantees and are programs that have been proven 
effective in other states. The Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) was initially funded by 
the JJAC in 2007. DYS oversees the project and has secured funding to continue it. JDAI is a project 
designed to improve how the juvenile justice system functions with the specific intention of reducing 
unnecessary detentions. In particular, the  most recent Formula Grant award to expand on a specific 
component of the project aims to develop a “risk assessment instrument” that will help standardize a 
process – though still recognizing the factors and legal significance of the bail statute – by which 
courts identify youth that are not a risk of flight. The JJAC has also awarded funds to the Robert F. 
Kennedy Children's Action Corps Detention Diversion Advocacy Project (DDAP) which it funded 
with success in the past. DDAP makes available to judges and probation officers caseworkers who can 
work with youth who would otherwise be detained but for the availability of the caseworker support 
and service referrals that the caseworker makes on behalf of the youth in the community. The presence 
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of a caseworker in the court – in the few courts within which DDAP operates – makes it clear that the 
judge has alternatives. Despite funding these and other programs there is still a dearth of resources that 
are known and have relationships with the courts in the manner of DDAP. The JJAC believes that 
existing resources need to be harnessed and intentionally coordinated with the juvenile court system 
and that new resources need to be funded to support youth in all the Commonwealth’s communities but 
especially in those where court caseloads and detention rates are the highest. 
 
Recommendations for the Fifth Priority 
1. The Governor’s efforts and the efforts of other stakeholders on behalf of the 
Commonwealth’s children should prioritize the need to identify and bolster existing 
resources (such as caseworkers, mental health counseling and substance abuse services) 
and connect them to juvenile courts within their jurisdictions such that defense attorneys, 
prosecutors, probation officers and judges know what services may be available for 
juvenile defendants in the community. 
2. DYS should maintain its commitment to JDAI and continue its leadership on the issue of 
reducing detention through making changes to the juvenile justice system. 
3. Programs that provide intensive case management and those that have been proven to 
work in other jurisdictions should be modeled and prioritized for state, federal or private 
funding. 
 
 
SIXTH PRIORITY: There is a lack of empirically-based alternatives for youth. 
 
The Problem 
While Massachusetts has many dedicated and experienced juvenile justice stakeholders there is an 
inadequate availability of evidenced-based programming in the most depressed communities. In 
addition, the system is hampered by stakeholder silos that make difficult the sharing of information and 
data and the coordination of support on individual cases or advocacy for youth as a whole. There is a 
need for a statewide assessment of what programs are operating in the Commonwealth and whether 
they are effective and evidence-based. Clarity is needed regarding the number and type of services that 
exist within the Commonwealth as a whole and within specific communities. Stakeholders need to 
identify where changes are needed to the number and type of programs in order to improve outcomes 
for youth.   
 
The JJAC’s Response 
This priority is the most recent of all of the JJAC’s priorities. The JJAC has begun to acquaint itself 
with the “sequential intercept model” which provides a framework for how to effectively prevent youth 
from moving deeper into the juvenile justice system by providing relevant services to address their 
needs and risk factors at the earliest stage possible. The JJAC intends to learn more about – and 
advocate more with regard to – “best practices” that address the complex developmental needs of 
youth as well as needs relating to their individual risk factors.  
 
Recommendations for the Sixth Priority 
1. Funding levels for juvenile justice programs should be increased with incentives for 
programs that have been proven effective. Funding decisions should take into account 
available research on the effectiveness of the proposed program’s components.  
2. The Commonwealth should dedicate adequate resources to enable close monitoring of 
evidence-based programs – as well as other programs - to ensure fidelity to the model 
program. Individual programs should incorporate the Youth Development Approach (see 
Appendix #1). 
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3. The Commonwealth should dedicate adequate resources towards improving the 
coordination of agencies and services for youth with special attention to youth who are 
both in the juvenile justice system and the child welfare system (“crossover youth”). The 
paradigm known as the “sequential intercept model” should serve as a framework for 
improving service delivery for at-risk and “crossover youth.” There should be an 
intention of preventing children from moving deeper into the juvenile justice system while 
addressing their developmental needs and individual risk factors. 
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Conclusion 
 
The JJAC is proud of its and the Commonwealth’s accomplishments towards improving the juvenile 
justice system and supporting the needs of at-risk and system-involved youth during 2010 and 2011. 
We hope that the priorities, concerns and recommendations outlined above generate constructive 
feedback and discussion. We hope that this Annual Report deepens stakeholder and the public’s  
understanding of the challenges facing vulnerable youth and encourages efforts to promote the most 
effective, equitable and developmentally-appropriate juvenile justice policies, practices and programs.  
 
All JJAC meetings are open to the public. The meeting schedule can be found at: 
http://www.mass.gov/eopss/law-enforce-and-cj/justice-prev/jjac/ . Feedback on the matters 
discussed in this Annual Report or questions regarding the JJAC can be directed to the 
Commonwealth’s Juvenile Justice Specialist, Colina Cole, at Colina.Cole@state.ma.usor 617-725-
3301. 
 
 
 
 
 
“You may encounter many defeats, but you must not be defeated. In fact, it may be necessary to 
encounter the defeats, so you can know who you are, what you can rise from, how you can still come 
out of it.”  
--- Maya Angelou 
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Appendix #1: Youth Development Approach 
 
The JJAC has endorsed a positive youth development approach to guide activities and spending related 
to the committee. Since January of 2005, the JJAC has used the youth development approach (as 
reflected below) to help guide its work. 
 
Shared Vision 
“All Massachusetts youth grow up to be  
healthy, caring, economically self-sufficient adults.” 
 
Goals 
1. All youth have access to resources that promote optimal physical and mental health. 
2. All youth have nurturing relationships with adults and positive relationships with peers. 
3. All youth have access to safe places for living, learning and working. 
4. All youth have access to educational and economic opportunity. 
5. All youth have access to structured activities and opportunity for community service and civic 
participation. 
 
This vision and goals have been incorporated into RFR requirements, evaluation of programs and 
strategic planning.  
 
 
 
health& 
mental health  
issues 
safety;   
housing 
status 
school/  
work 
civic/ 
community 
engagement 
 
adult/peer 
relationships 
FAMILY 
family 
connection 
to other  
families 
family health insurance 
family member health & mental health issues 
safety 
of family  
members;  
housing status 
family 
member 
education& 
employment family involvement 
in civic activities 
NEIGHBORHOOD/COMMUNITY 
health& mental health services 
crime;  
crime 
prevention;  
housing 
stock 
 
School & Work 
Data: MCAS/ 
DET Employment  
Rates… 
voting; 
religiosity; clubs; 
 community service opportunities;  
cultural events etc.... 
Health & Mental Health 
Data: DPH, DMH health indicators 
Safety & 
Housing 
Data: FBI Crime rates/ 
US Census Housing  
Availability… 
Source: MA Executive Office 
of Health and Human Services 
Contact:  Glenn Daly 617-573-1691 
glenn.daly@state.ma.us 
Special thanks to America’s Promise 
Civic & 
Community  
Engagement  
Data: Voting Rates/Park  
and Rec. Enrollment 
Relationships 
Data: US Census 
Family  
Composition 
Neighborhood, 
inter- 
neighborhood, 
regional 
cohesion 
schools; jobs; 
workforce 
training 
A Shared Vision for Massachusetts Youth and Young Adults 
 
Youth 
 
For more information see: (report): www.mass.gov/dph/fch/adhealth.htm 
                    (indicators by community): www.mass.gov/eohhs/commwell 
transportation 
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Appendix #2: Data Required by the OJJDP for Compliance with the 
Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) Core Requirement 
 
 
Total 
Youth White 
Black or 
African-
American 
Hispanic 
or 
Latino Asian 
Native 
Hawaiian 
or other 
Pacific 
Islanders 
American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 
Other/ 
Mixed 
1. Population at risk 
(age 10  through 16)  
        
2. Juvenile Arrests          
3. Refer to Juvenile 
Court 
        
4. Cases Diverted  
        
5. Cases Involving 
Secure Detention         
6. Cases Petitioned 
(Charge Filed) 
        
7. Cases Resulting in 
Delinquent Findings         
8. Cases resulting in 
Probation Placement         
9. Cases Resulting in 
Confinement in Secure    
Juvenile Correctional 
Facilities  
        
10. Cases Transferred to 
Adult Court  
        
Source: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
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APPENDIX #3: Members of the Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee 2010-2011 
 
During 2010-2011, the Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee was made up of 25 members. 
 
Name Affiliation 
Robert Gittens, Chair Vice President of Public Affairs, Northeastern University Office of Government Relations 
& Community Affairs 
Cecely Reardon, Vice 
Chair 
Supervising Attorney, Committee for Public Counsel Services, Youth Advocacy Project   
Tina Adams  Statewide Manager of Juvenile Forensic Services, Massachusetts Dept. of Mental Health 
Jay Harney  Private Citizen 
James Dentremont Police Officer, Quincy Police Department 
Rita Dixon Private Citizen 
Lael Chester Executive Director, Citizens for Juvenile Justice 
Catherine Harris Private Citizen  
Wesley Cotter Chief Operating Officer, Key Program, Inc., Framingham 
Glenn Daly Director, Office of Youth Dev., Massachusetts Exec. Office of Health & Human Services 
Corey Lanier Commissioner, Depart of Youth Services 
Edward Dolan Deputy Commissioner, Massachusetts Department of Youth Services 
Whitney Galusha Private Citizen 
Natalie Petit Private Citizen 
Robert Reilly Private Citizen 
Robert Kinscherff Director of Forensic Studies, Massachusetts School  of Professional Psychology 
Barbara Kaban Director of Juvenile Appeals, Committee for Public Counsel, Youth Advocacy Division 
Jennifer  Larson Sawin Executive Director, Communities for Restorative Justice 
Bessie DiDomenica MBA, doctoral student/secretaryofinnovaton.com 
Nicole M. St. Pierre  Private Citizen 
Monalisa Smith  Private Citizen 
Jeff Butts Boys & Girl Club of Boston 
Gloria Y. Tan  Criminal Justice Institute at Harvard Law School 
Roland Milton Pyramid  Builders Inc. 
Kevin Nolan Foley Hoag LLP 
 
 
"We may not be able to prepare the future for our children, 
but we can at least prepare our children for the future." 
 
--- President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
